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Abstract of

THE OPERATI ONAL PLANNI NG FACTORS OF CULTURE AND RELI G ON

The growt h of nationalism and fundamentalismin an
ever nore gl obalized world econony ensures that cross-
cultural interaction will lead to cultural and religious
conflicts. Operational commanders that fail to consider
t he operational factors of culture and religion during
nm ssi on planni ng and execution invite unintended and
unf oreseen consequences and mi ssion failure. Current
joint doctrine does not provide operational commanders
with a conprehensive and structured approach to cul tural
and religious considerations in the operational planning
process. Culture and religion are significant factors
t hat operational conmmanders nust formally consider during
operational planning in a nore structured and focused
manner in order to mtigate possible negative inpacts
upon plan execution and operational success. Additional
staff support for the Conbatant Commander, nore detail ed
cultural rules of engagenent for m ssion participants,
and nodification of Joint Doctrine to include a franmework
for considering culture and religion during the

Commander’ s Estimate of the Situation (CES) will mtigate



the potential negative effects of culture and religion on

m ssi on planni ng and executi on.



Mlitary | eaders, educated by history, experience,
and strategists as ancient as Sun Tzu, understand that
know edge of the eneny is critical to operational
success.* Culture and religion, previously not
appreci ated as inportant operational factors, are
increasingly significant in the nodern, electronically
i nterconnected, econom cally globalized world
envi ronnent. Commanders who fail to adequately consider
culture and religion as operational factors during
pl anni ng invite uni ntended and unf oreseen consequences
and mission failure. Cultural and religious ignorance of
allies and enem es negatively inmpact coalition coherence,
mask eneny and expose friendly centers of gravity, delay
or deter operational success, and influence conflict
term nation and inplenmentation of the operationa
conmander’s exit strategy.

Culture and religion are significant operational
factors that conmanders nust formally consider during
operational planning in a nore structured and focused
manner in order to mtigate possible negative inpacts
upon plan execution and operational success. Current
joint doctrine does not provide a conprehensive and

structured approach to cultural and religious



considerations in the operational planning process.
Sol utions offered herein include additional staff support
for the Conbatant Commander, the creation of nore
detailed cultural rules of engagement for m ssion
partici pants, and nodification of joint doctrine to
include a framework for considering culture and religion
during the Conmander’s Estimate of the Situation (CES).
To understand the inpact of culture and religion on
operational planning and how best to mtigate their
effects, it is necessary to review the world' s major
religions’ attitudes toward war, consider historical
exanpl es of the significance of that inpact, review
current joint doctrine and recomend specific
i nprovenents to the operational planning process.
“People . . . identify with cultural groups: tribes,
ethnic groups, religious conunities, nations, and, at

t he broadest level, civilizations.”?

Culture is largely
derivative of religion throughout the world and is often
t he root cause of m strust, m sunderstanding and
conflict.® Anerican military |eaders, educated in a
constitutional denpcracy that consciously separates the
political fromthe religious, are susceptible to mrror

i mge thinking that does not adequately account for the

i nportance of religion in other cultures. The danger for



the commander lies in his |ack of awareness of religious
beliefs that animate his potential adversary or cause him
to inadvertently alienate a coalition partner. Know edge
and understanding of the various religion’ s attitudes
toward the use of violence to achieve political ends and
t he proper conduct of war within the constraints of a
particular faith will aid the operational commander in

t he pl anni ng process.

The review of the world’ s major religions’ attitudes
toward war begins with the nost famliar, that of
Christianity and the “Just War” theory. Four historical
suppositions buttress just war theory. First, evil and
tragedy exist. “Not all evil can be avoided.it is a
pervasive condition of fallen human exi stence that
riddles the political and social reality.”* Second, it is
based on natural |aw and ethically normative for all
Third, just war theory’ s objective is to dimnish its
frequency and intensity. Finally, war is a function of
the state and not the individual.> The application of
just war theory requires that war be defensive, neant to
det er aggression, proclainmed by legitimte authority, the
means of |ast resort, have a reasonable probability of
success, be initiated with just intention, conducted wth

limted objectives, with non-conbatant imunity and use



of proportional means.® Significantly for the operational
commander the tenets of just war theory reside within
international law in the Law of Armed Conflict,’ are

8 and are

reflected in the Standi ngs Rul es of Engagenent,
applied to the U S. military via the Uniform Code of
Mlitary Justice. Ethically the operational commander is
responsi ble for conducting mlitary operations within the
constraints of just war theory and for the correct
conduct of forces under his commnd. Clearly just war
theory reflects the Christian foundation of Anmerican
culture and inpacts directly operational planning and
executi on.

Fully twenty percent of the world s population is
| slami ¢ and | slam continues to expand. 1In the future,
operational commnders will conduct mlitary operations
in Islamc areas of the world and within coalitions that
include Muslinms. Therefore it is inportant to understand
the Islamc attitude toward war. “The Western
di stinction between just and unjust wars |inked to

"9 Muslinms

specific grounds for war is unknown in Islam
believe that they are religiously obligated to
di ssem nate Islam throughout the world and if non-Mislins

do not submt to conversion then Muslins are obliged to

wage war against them ' The historical instrument for



spreading Islamis the jihad. The word jihad is nore
properly defined as “striving” and does not necessarily
mean war. There are four distinctive types of jihad.

The first is the individual’ s personal fight against

evil, the second and third in support of right and
correction of wong, and the fourth, war agai nst
unbel i evers and enemes of the faith. “It is part of the
obligation of the faithful to offer their wealth and

lives in this [fourth] war.”!

The spreadi ng of |slam by
force is tenpered in the nodern world as “nost Mislins
t oday di savow the duty to propagate |Islam by force and

"12 Similar to the Western

limt jihad to self-defense.
concept of just war, jihad norally restrains and limts
warfare to conbatants and appropriate targets and demands
the use of only the |level of force necessary to achieve
its objectives. Finally, “Muslinms do not view the use of
force to propagate |Islamas an act of war, given their
understanding of the [call].to abolish war by bringing
the entire world into the house of Islam which is the
house of peace.”?'

Al t hough the United States remains the world s |one
superpower, it is likely that China, given its growh

potential, will someday become a near peer conpetitor.

Potential interaction with China will require the



operati onal commander to understand the world's |argest
Buddhi st dom nated culture. The Buddhi st belief that it
is wong to take |life or be a party to taking life
defines that religion’s attitude toward war. *“The
consequence of taking life is an inferior, gloony,

sorrowful reincarnation.”

But there are speci al
circunmst ances, seeningly contradictory to the basic
adnmonition to avoid killing, by which killing is
justified. Warfare and violence are first allowed when
the doctrine (Buddhism is under attack. Second, when
one can be killed to save two. Third, killing is
accept abl e because existence is illusory and there is no
soul, no self and, therefore, nothing to really kill.
Fourth, violence is allowed because it is better to kil
another than to allow himto kill. And fifth, because
destiny is predetermined, there is no sinin killing.*
In the nodern worl d Buddhi sts have come to believe that
Buddha did not condemm all wars, rather he condemed
mlitarism not defense. “In Maoist China Buddhists of
radi cal political outlook have interpreted the Buddha's
teaching so as to permt the killing of those opposed to

the revol ution.”?®

Based upon the teaching that it is
better to kill than to allow others to kill, the Chinese

attitude toward fighting in Korea was “to w pe out



Ameri can inperialist demons who are breaking world peace
actually gives rise to nmerit.”* Although Buddhi sm
t eaches peace and non-vi ol ence, circunstances ensue that
permt violence and warfare constrained only by the Law
of Armed Conflict without the limtations of western just
war t heory.
Hi ndui sm culturally dom nates India, a nuclear power
overtaking China as the nost popul ous nation on earth.
Hi nduismis a nelding of culture and religion so that
there is a distinctive H ndu way of life. An accepted
caste system dom nates society and the warrior’s place is

8 Hi ndus have an ambi val ence

at the second highest level.?
toward war and peace in that war is neither good nor bad
— it just happens. Although Hinduismteaches that
killing or causing harmto a living creature is wong
there are tinmes when it may be necessary to kill. As in
Buddhi sm reincarnation ensures that only the body is
being killed and physical death does not kill the sou
therefore it is appropriate for warriors to do their duty
inlife, as any other nenmber of society responds to his
calling. In fact, a warrior’s place in life conpels him
to go to war and it is nmorally wong for himto refuse.
“I'ndian history has not been lacking in wars, and there

has been little in Hindu religion to inhibit this.”®



Hi ndus and Muslins have fought one another intermttently
for hundreds of years and the current tension between

| ndi a and Pakistan is only the |atest manifestation of

t hat age-old cross-cultural conflict.

Finally Judaism the wellspring of both Christianity
and Islam is the focus of the cross-cultural and
religious conflict surrounding the Israeli state. The
Jewi sh experience with warfare stretches from Bi bl i cal
ti mes through Roman conquest, the Crusades, two world
wars and the Arab-lsraeli wars and shapes the Hebrew
out| ook on warfare. The enphasis of Judaismis peace,
but war is an accepted political instrunment of national
power, especially for self-defense. Mddern Hebrew
schol ars contend that there are three types of war -
opti onal war, obligatory war and prohibited war
Optional or perm ssive war, e.g. for expansion, do not
obligate the Hebrew to fight. Obligatory or nandatory
war, e.g. for survival, obligate all to participate.
Prohi bited war includes wars of religious conversion or
wars for civilization or against barbarism?® In Judaism
the noral application of war protects civilian non-
conbat ants, prohibits excessive damage and protects the
environnent. “In general . . . war [is] justified only

if directed to constructive ends . . . and there is a



general obligation for the individual to be actively

i nvol ved on the side of good against evil.”? G ven the
current political situation in the Mddl e East and the
juxtaposition of Judaism Islamand Christianity in that
part of the world, cross-cultural conflict will continue
and religion will play a significant role.

Religion is inextricably linked to and shapes
culture, providing the nmoral basis for civilized society
and influencing attitudes toward entry into and the
conduct of war. For the operational commander, a fuller
under st andi ng of cultural and religious attitudes toward
war beyond western just war theory pronotes understandi ng
of why an adversary or a coalition partner fights.

Proper application of this know edge during operational
pl anning allows for better use of allies and for
devel opi ng courses of action that nore readily attack an
adversary’s center of gravity while helping to protect
one’s own. History is replete with exanpl es of

operati onal commanders and political |eaders ignoring
cultural and religious differences to their great peri
and ultimte operational failure. The twentieth century
al one provides nunerous cases denonstrating the

i nportance of cultural and religious operational

consi der ati ons.



Japan energed fromthe nineteenth century as a
growi ng regional power with expansionist ainms in Asia
that inevitably clashed with those of Russia. A
simrering political dispute between Russia and Japan over
interests in Manchuria and Korea | asted for several years
and led ultimately to the outbreak of hostilities in
1904. Russia, one of the great powers of Europe and a
gi ant economcally and mlitarily conpared to Japan,
appeared to have all the necessary advantages to win a
limted war quickly and decisively. Unfortunately
Russian political and mlitary | eaders understood very
littl e about Japanese culture. Prior to the outbreak of
hostilities “there is plenty of evidence of popul ar
Russi an contenpt for the inmpudent |ittle Japanese.”? As
a result Russian operational commanders were surprised
and soundly defeated at Port Arthur and in Manchuria
whil e the Russian fleet was destroyed at the Battl e of
Tsu-shima. Racial bigotry and cultural ignorance played
a significant role in the defeat of a great power by a
much weaker one.

During World War Il Germany initiated Operation
Bar barossa without a full appreciation of the cultural
subtl eties of conducting a “col onial war of exploitation,

n 23

and a racist war of annihilation. Ger man oper ati onal

10



conmanders, disdaining the martial ability of the Slavic
peopl e whil e considering them subhuman as a race, failed
conpletely to consider cultural realities during
operational planning. Disregarding accepted |aws of war,
German soldiers were instructed to i mediately kil

comm ssars of the Red Arny and to brutally elimnm nate
parti sans while German “sol diers committing crimes

agai nst the civilian popul ation [were not to] be
prosecuted.”?® The attenpted brutal pacification of
conquered areas in this manner did not garner the results
expected. Rather, this ideological and racial warfare,
absent noral constraints, failed to resolve the partisan
problem led to | oss of proportionality on both sides,
and contributed greatly to Gernmany’s ultinmte defeat on

the eastern front.

There are many reasons for American failure in
Vi etnam and cultural ignorance is but one of them
Ameri can involvenent in the war increased increnentally
until such time that the United States found itself fixed
in a quagmre from which honorable exit was not possible.
Early on the U S. mlitary provided only materi al
assi stance and advice on the ground. Political |eaders

did not consider Vietnanmese culture as it pertained to

11



actions necessary to defeat the insurgency. Borrow ng
fromthe British exanple of successful counter-guerilla
warfare in Malaya the U. S., in order to deny the
guerilla his | ocal support, decided to nove farnmers into
secure enclaves called strategic hamets.® Those who
supported the plan did not appreciate the negative
religious and cultural inpact of this strategy on the
Vi et nanmese. I n a society where ancestor worship and
gravesite veneration is practiced, the forceful renpval
of a famly fromits ancient village is a blasphenous,
and anti-religious act; it is also resented for economc
and cul tural reasons.?°

Later in the war the inpact of cultural ignorance
becanme even nore pronounced and operationally
debilitating. General Westnoreland, the operational
commander, viewed the war as “a protracted war of
attrition . . . [which required] unrestricted use of
Anerican troops within South Vietnam”? Using World War
Il proven tactics, he enmbraced a search and destroy
strategy designed for conventional warfare against an
eneny that would not follow the script. The Anerican
mlitary, popul ated by personnel suffering fromculture
shock and ignorance, replaced the French as col oni al

masters in the eyes of many Vi etnanese. The cultural gap

12



bet ween t he Vi etnanese and their Anerican ally becane a
destructive operational factor unmtigated by the
vehenment application of superior firepower. The

operati onal conmmander did not understand the significance
of Vietnanmese culture and religion and therefore did not
correctly identify the eneny’s center of gravity nor
properly protect his own. Operational and tactical
battlefield victories were irrelevant, the outcone of the
war determ ned at the strategic level, as the mlitary
tool was m sapplied in a war never fully understood by
its mlitary or political |eadershinp.

The U. S. involvenent in Somalia during 1992-1994
is also instructive regarding cultural inpacts on
operational success. Somalia was a three-phased
operation of first, airlifting food relief and nedi cal
suppl i es, second, continued humanitarian assi stance
coupled with security for relief efforts, and third, a
peace enforcement operation.®® |Initial success in
averting humanitarian disaster did not translate into
final achi evenent of operational and strategic objectives
as the realities of cultural differences negatively
i npacted the operation and led to U. S. failure to bring
peace to Somalia. U S. forces entered Somalia with

littl e understandi ng of the honbgeneous nomadi ¢ cl an

13



based Muslim society void of a central governnent.

Simlar to Vietnam Anerican soldiers entered Somalia

with little understanding of the culture. The inevitable

result was m sunderstandi ng, alienation, and resentnent

by the intended beneficiary of American intervention.
“The American command believed the Somalis to be

intellectually primtive, culturally shallow and

mlitarily craven.”?

Commanders sought to limt
interaction between Sonmalis and the personnel there to
assist themin order to avoid cultural mssteps. View ng
Somalis as potentially disease infested khat-chew ng

t hugs, the gulf between the mlitary and Somali citizens
grew over time as operational commanders, overly reliant
on tactical conmanders to avoid cultural blunders, failed
to provide the cultural instruction and | eadership

necessary to bridge cultural gaps.®

Once the operation
evol ved i nto peace enforcenent the inevitable decisive
mlitary clash transpired. Underestimating Somalis |ed
to the disaster of Task Force Ranger and ultimate failure
in Somalia. Somalis studied and | earned Anmerican
mlitary tactics and were able to “exploit the soft spots

"3l The Sonmali s,

of Task Force Ranger’s standard tactics.
sacrificing over 300 of their own personnel, inflicted an

operational defeat on American forces that destroyed the

14



political resolve to continue toward achi evenent of the
political objective and the U. S. wthdrew.

The U.S. mlitary has depl oyed and partici pated
around the world intervening in conflicts that have a
significant cultural and religious dinmension. |In Beirut,
Marines found thenselves involved in a situation in which
different Muslim sects disputed anong thensel ves and with
the Christian sector of society in a confusing and costly
failed intervention. As Yugoslavia devol ved al ong
ethnic, cultural and religious fault lines, the U S.
found itself mlitarily engaged in Bosnia and Kosovo in
which “all sides [relied] nostly on mlitary nmeans to
obtain their political and ethno-religious goals.”% The
American mlitary will assuredly be involved in future
cross-cultural conflicts.

“Countries, clans, mlitary services, and individual
sol diers are products of their respective cultures, and
they are either enpowered or inprisoned.”® The growth of
national i sm and fundanmentalismin an ever nore gl obalized

wor| d econony ensures that cross-cultural interaction and

conflict will continue. “It appears likely that our
mlitary will find itself drawn into intercul tural
struggles . . . if only because it will be inpossible to

appease chall engers bent on supplanting us, punishing us,

15



or destroying us.”*

Foll owi ng the political decision to
i ntervene sonewhere in the future, the inperative for
operati onal commanders to consider culture and religion
whil e planning is obvious. Doctrine nust guide the
operational commander’s cultural mssion analysis in
order to avoid the m stakes of the past. Unfortunately,
current doctrine does not provide a conprehensive and
structured approach to cultural and religious
considerations in the operational planning process.
There exists no joint doctrinal publication
specifically devoted to the religious and cul tural
di mensi on of operational planning and execution.® The
di scussi on of and guidance for these critical factors is
spread throughout several doctrinal publications. A
pl anner, interested in and understanding the inportance
of these factors, nust actively research information
found in several seem ngly unrelated volunes. The
|l ogical first step is to |look at joint doctrine for peace
oper ati ons.

Joi nt peace operations doctrine addresses civil-
mlitary relations, negotiation and mediation, public
affairs and nmedia, |egal responsibilities and refugee
consi derations.* There is no doctrinal guidance devoted

exclusively to culture and religion. References are nade

16



to culture within the responsibilities of the chaplain
that enphasize “it is inportant for the joint force
conmander (JFC) to have an understanding of the religious
groups and novenents within the operational area and the
potential inpact that they may have on the acconpli shment
of the mission.”* Additionally, within the discussion of
negoti ation and medi ation the doctrine refers to the
organi zational cultures that may inpact negotiations.
Doctrine al so suggests “cultural awareness provides a
framewor k for rendering assistance to . . . refugees,

di spl aced persons, or migrants.”>°

No useful planning
gui dance is offered beyond the superficial advice
revi ewed above.

The next | ogical |ocation to seek guidance for the
cultural and religious dinension of operational planning
is within joint intelligence doctrine as it applies to
the intelligence preparation of the battlespace. Wthin
an appendix to basic joint intelligence support to
mlitary operations doctrine there are several references
to culture and religion. |In Representative Intelligence
Requi rements the planner can find general guidance with
regard to | anguages, ethnic conposition, religion,
custonms, foreign influences and host nation popul ar

attitudes and reactions to US forces.* Additionally,

17



joint intelligence tactics, techniques and procedures,
reviews the human di nension of the Joint Intelligence
Preparation of the Battl espace (JIPB) process wthout

el aboration of its effects.* The joint doctrine for JIPB
is conprehensive and conplete for nost functions but does
not provide conprehensive guidance for the planner
regarding either the religious or cultural dinension of
oper ati onal planning.

Wthin Joint Task Force planning gui dance the
responsibilities delineated for the chaplain include
liaison with international forces and appropriate host
nation chapl ai ns and “assessing cultural and religious
i nfl uences on mission acconplishnent.”* Guidance
concerning intelligence sharing and operational planning
speaks to the inmportance of exchanging |liaison personnel
to elimnate possible cultural problens when conducting
mul tinational operations.* And, although it provides
mul tiple checklists for various staff nenbers to consider
whi |l e pl anni ng and contains a thorough discussion of
m ssion anal ysis and the commander’s estimte process, it
contains no definitive guidance on the cultural and

religious dinension of operational planning.

18



Mlitary Operations O her Than War (MOOTW | oi nt
doctrine also only provides the briefest of discussions
concerning culture and religion. Wen conducting MOOTW
pl anners are advised that “intelligence collection .

m ght require a focus on understandi ng the political,
cultural, and economc factors that affect the

situation.”*

It also briefly addresses the capabilities
t hat Speci al Operations Forces and Civil Affairs units
possess regardi ng | anguage and cul tural understandi ng.
But the doctrine offers no definitive guidance for the
consideration or integration of that information in the
oper ati onal planning process.

Joint Doctrine for nultinational operations is
simlar in that culture and religion are briefly touched
upon in non-specific terms that do not provide the
operational planner with concrete tools to use during
devel opnent of courses of action. Doctrine indicates
that, as it is inportant that we know our eneny, it is
equal ly inmportant to understand allies. Culture is
addressed as a pl anni ng consideration for acconmodati on

of religious holidays, prayer calls and other unique

cultural traditions. Additionally, commanders are

19



cautioned that religion will have a serious inpact on
nmul ti national operations and religious differences nust
be identified and addressed during the planning process.*

Doctrinal review reveals no conprehensive or single
authoritative volune to guide the operational planner
when considering culture and religion during course of
action devel opnent. Although culture and religion are
briefly addressed superficially in various doctrinal
vol unes, the planner, if conscious of the necessity to
consider themat all, is required to seek information and
gui dance that is not readily evident or especially
useful. To renedy the [ack of focus on the operational
i npact of culture and religion several nutually
supporting options are available. First, add a Cul tural
Advi sor to the Conmbatant Commander’s personal staff.
Second, develop Rules of Cultural Interaction for use at
the tactical and individual |evel for a given operation.
Third, and nost significantly, develop and codify in
joint doctrine a framework for considering religion and
culture during the Commander’s Estinmate of the Situation
process.

The Conbat ant Commander’ s personal staff currently
includes “a staff judge advocate, [political advisor],

public affairs officer, inspector general, provost

20



mar shal , chapl ai n, surgeon, historian, and others as

directed.”*

This staff does not possess the expertise
necessary to ensure that cultural or religious blunders
do not affect operational success. The addition of a
cul tural advisor, given the likelihood that future
conflicts will be cross-cultural and flavored by
religious differences, is inperative. The cultural

advi sor, schooled in the distinctive attributes of the
region, will be the primary source of cultural and
religious counsel during operational planning. The
advi sor, to ensure currency and accuracy, wll also
scrutinize cultural and religious training prograns for
use by the force prior to deploynment. Finally, the
advi sor will supervise devel opnent of proposed Rul es of
Cultural Interaction issued to nenbers of the Joint Task
Force prior to plan execution.

Simlar to Rules of Engagement (ROE), cultural
interaction rules will guide individual service personne
in the proper culture-neutral execution of their duties,
especially during operations other than war. G ven the
hi storical evidence of the significant inpact of cultural
m ssteps on m ssion acconplishment, operational
conmanders cannot rely on tactical commanders to properly

control inevitable interactions with the populace in a

21



gi ven operational area. Pre-deploynent
cultural/religious training is acconplished, but
retention of |lessons is problematic given the nmultiple

di stractions and requirenments |evied on individuals as

t hey ready the organi zation for m ssion execution.

Gui dance nust be devel oped and di ssem nated in a top-down
manner fully utilizing the cultural and religious
expertise resident at the operational conmander’s | evel
in the person of the cultural advisor. As ROE are
sinplified and concisely witten at the operational |evel
for ease of use at the tactical level, so to wll

cultural rules be abridged and made useful for each
menmber of the force. The rules of cultural interaction
must be distilled to the sinplest of guidelines published
on a card for distribution to each individual (simlar to
ROE Card distribution). The card nust address
significant cultural and religious matters and gui de

i ndi vidual action. The card, together with pre-

depl oynment cultural and religious training, will guide
service nenbers as they inevitably interact with persons
that are dissimlar to those with which they nornmally
interrelate. An exanple of a proposed cultural

interaction card (Figure 1) foll ows:




Rul es of Cultural Interaction for Operation Restore
Hope
1. Somalis are Muslim Respect their desire for frequent
prayer.
2. Practice courtesy and nodesty.
3. Treat all with dignity and respect.
4. Somali consunption of khat is socially normal — do not
i ntervene.
5. Do not offer gifts to females — your intention nmay be
m sunder st ood.
6. Expect npbst Somali nmales to be arned — enpl oy proper ROCE.
7. Al nmenbers of society identify with a certain clan -
remai n neutral.
Figure 1. Proposed Rules of Cultural Interaction Card

This exanple is intentionally sinple. The comander’s
cul tural advisor, nore fully aware of cultural and
religious tripwires, will certainly develop a nore
conprehensi ve and conplete cultural interaction card for
use in a given situation.

Finally, a framework for considering culture and
religion within a nodified CES process is offered at
Appendi x A.  The framework integrates culture and
religion into the process to force the Joint Planning
Goup (JPG, during m ssion analysis and course of action

devel opnent, to properly ascertain their inmpact on
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nm ssi on execution and operational success. As nentioned,
joint doctrine provides snippets of guidance in w dely

di spersed locations within several publications that do
not enphasi ze cultural and religious significance. The
proposed franmework for planning conpresses that guidance
into the CES process so that staff officers regard
culture and religion in a routine nmanner as they woul d
other critical factors of operational art.

The J2 determ nes eneny capabilities, limtations,
intentions and potential courses of action. During the
Joint Intelligence Preparation of the Battl espace (JIPB)
the J2, assisted by the cultural advisor, nust also
gat her cultural and religious information describing the
society, its custons, religious practices, external
cultural and religious influences, cultural and religious
attitudes toward warfare, |evel of religious tolerance,
and significant historical cultural and religious
tensions and international interactions. Once collected,
t hat data nust be avail abl e and di spl ayed prom nently
during m ssion analysis and course of action devel opnent
for consideration of its inpact on plan execution.

During m ssion analysis cultural/religious information
fromthe JIPB are likely to inmpact assunptions,

constraints, restraints, inplied tasks and initial risk
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assessnment. Cultural/religious factors contenpl ated
during course of action devel opnent will influence
actions considered to achi eve m ssion success.
| dentified negative inpact on feasibility, suitability,
or acceptability |leads to course of action rejection or
nodi fication to mtigate the potential damaging effects.

The framework offered at Appendix A is designed to
ensure the JPGis aware of and considers culture and
religion throughout the CES process. This framework, if
added to joint doctrine in the discussion of the CES in
Joint Pub 5-00.2, provides a conprehensive single source
conpi l ati on of existing cultural and religious aspects of
pl anni ng found wi dely dispersed in joint doctrine. The
JPG currently enploys the CES process for course of
action selection by the operational commander. The
nodi fi ed CES framework (Appendi x A) encourages the JPGto
consider the inportant cultural and religious factors
listed there in a nore structured manner. Visibility of
t hese i nportant considerations during the CES process
precl udes om ssion or only perfunctory consideration.

The addition of a cultural advisor to the combatant

commander’s staff, the routine issue of Rules of Cultural
I nteraction, and the nodified CES franework are nutually

supporting recomendati ons ensuring culture and religion
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t he serious consideration necessary for proper nission
pl anni ng and execution. Cultural rules of interaction,
simlar to ROE, nust be devel oped during the CES process
and support the course of action selected. The
commander, after consultation with the cul tural advisor,
approves those rules prior to dissem nation to the force.

Concurrent rules vetting ensures that culture and
religion are considered during and support the planning
process. These mutually supporting changes raise the
visibility of culture and religion during the joint
operati onal planning process and support mitigation of
their potential negative effects.

Cross-cultural conflict, ethno-religious terrorism
religious and ethnic wars, and MOOTWin culturally
oriented disputes are the nost |ikely operationa
chal l enges facing U. S. forces in the future. The
current | ack of enphasis and structure within joint
doctrine regarding culture and religion renders proper
m ssion anal ysis and course of action devel opnent
probl ematic. The changes proposed are the first step in
pl acing cultural and religious considerations in the
proper perspective during the CES process. The changes
will nmake routine the proper consideration of these

particularly inmportant operational factors during m ssion
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pl anni ng and execution and elimnate the errors that
historically have led to unforeseen consequences and

m ssion failure.
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APPENDIX A: MODIFIED COMMANDER'S ESTIMATE OF THE SITUATION

Produets
*Battl espace Effects
::> * ECOAS

JI PB *Initial Collection

CulturalReligious Impacts

Cultural /Religious Informatia
(From JI PB)
*Domi nant Religion(s)
*CGover nment — Secul ar/ Rel i gi ous?
*Society — Religion’s
Rel ati onshi p

l (Consi der Dur

: *Proposed M ssion
ﬂ *CDR' s Pl anni ng

Gui dance/ | nt ent

*Level of Religious Tol erance
*Ext ernal Cul tural/Religious
I nfl uences

Cultural/Religious Factors
*Determ ne Cultural/Religious No-CGo
ar eas/ opti ons
*COA Cultural Considerations —
allies/coalitions
*Determ ne Cul tural/Religious

Devel op Friendly * COA Targeting Restrictions

*Determ ne Cultural/Religious COG

i mpact

*Determne Cultural Acceptability —

al l'i es/ popul ati on

(Conspder During COA Devel opnent)
l ( Consi der t hroughout alwal ysi s/ war gane)

*Cul ture/ Religion | npact on
*\argame Oper ati ons
*Sync Matrix *Cul ture/ Religion Use as Eneny
*Refi ned For ce
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Anaysisof COAs

v

Comparison of COAs

(Consi der consequences of edch CQOA)

*Adv/ Di sadv for each
COA

[ 5 VDI [ R Ve VY

*Cultural/Religious Feasibility
*Cul tural /Religious Acceptability
*Cultural/Religious Suitability

Decison/COA Sdlection

Or der

* Approved COA
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